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If the creation of a civil state is, indeed, the urgent demand of a majority of Egyptians in [our]
revolution’s aftermath; and if a civil state is to serve as a solid base for the future, it is
unfortunate that the term itself—as employed in the current Egyptian debate—appears to be a
mere slogan, which people are expected to accept or reject without question. In other words,
the concept of a “civil state” is viewed through the prism of dogma, rather than derived from
a thorough process of intellectual investigation and review. Any attempt to epistemologically
analyze or refine the concept is generally rejected by those who view such an attempt as
engaging in philosophical abstraction, which they condemn as a major sin [against the
teachings of Islam], deserving of repentance.
This reveals the unfortunate continuity of a superficial way of approaching concepts while
neglecting their internal components, and it is precisely this approach that is responsible for
the current impasse of the Arab state. For example, this “extrinsic” approach is responsible
for the way Arab states are treating democracy as some superficial or/and practical institution
or form of government, while neglecting its foundational (i.e., theoretical and philosophical)
components. This, in turn, allows the external forms of democracy to be manipulated and
employed as masks, to embellish the authoritarian and despotic practices of ruling elites.
This naïve and formalistic approach to the concept of a civil state is clearly visible in
relationship to the clothing worn by Arab rulers. [In the Arab world, a] state may be classified
as a “civil state”—so long as its ruler does not wear a military hat, or the turban of religious
leaders—while the inner, foundational principles of a true civil state are not only neglected,
but virtually unimagined by the public at large. People forget that without these inner,
fundamental principles, it will be impossible to erect a civil state, even if the ruler is not a
military officer or religious leader. Often, the absence of this “civil principle” compels
officers or religious leaders who rule Arab states to adopt a military uniform, or religious
vestments, as can be seen in Syria and Morocco.
Everyone still remembers how the current Syrian president—who inherited authority from his
father a few years ago—was compelled to become part of that nation’s military establishment
prior to his inauguration as president. A similar phenomenon occurred when the King of
Morocco, Muhammad VI, had to adopt the religious title, “Prince of Believers,” in order to
ascend the throne. The fact that a nation’s ruler serves as the uniformed commander of its

armed forces, or as the “Prince of Believers,” should not be viewed as undermining or
negating the existence of a civil state. Rather, this phenomenon reveals the complete absence
of any civil state in the first place, and of the structures required for its existence.
In other words, the absence of a civil state [in Syria and Morocco] is not due to the military or
religious garb worn by the rulers in question. Rather, they were invested with military or
religious uniforms because of the absence of a civil state and its foundational structures.
Unfortunately, the current Arab focus on what style of clothing is or shall be worn by
rulers—at the expense of the inner, foundational principles of a civil state—seems to reflect
an obsession with marginal, rather than essential, issues.
Regardless of what external “uniform” rulers may don, we should focus our attention on the
principles required to establish a true civil state. But what are these fundamental principles?
Awareness of these inner principles requires understanding the historical and sociological
context in which the state, as a political phenomenon, emerged to govern human society. That
context reveals the fact that “civility”—in the true sense of the word—is a natural and
essential component of any legitimate state. A state thus betrays its own nature, when it loses
or abandons its civil essence.
Historically, the state emerged to facilitate the transformation of human beings from a
condition of natural existence (in which people were occupied solely with the fulfillment of
their personal needs and instincts) to the state of civil community (in which people establish
regulations to organize co-existence). While the natural (or “uncivilized”) condition of human
existence is based on the law of the jungle (i.e., supremacy of the strongest), a civil
community is based on the rule of law, which—according to John Locke—provides a
comprehensive set of rights that is responsive to community members’ aspirations. The civil
state is thus, in essence, a state that confers “rights,” rather than a state that endows rulers
with the power to oppress.
If we agree upon the fact that there are many ways in which these “rights” may be secured, it
follows that a state will not lose its civil essence, whether it is governed by rational or
religious law, so long as these two kinds of shari‘a (law) are based on the full
implementation of, and respect for, of the principle of “rights.” Both religious shari‘a and
rational shari‘a may constitute a path to attain “the right.” But we should be fully cognizant
of the fact that religious shari‘a is in need of profound and extensive epistemological work,
to eliminate its man-made contradictions with the proper aims of a civil state.
While religious shari‘a has often been employed as a mask to justify discrimination and
oppression, we must also admit that rational shari‘a has, historically, been abused as well.
Yet while history suggests that oppression perpetrated in the name of “reason” can be
exposed rather easily, it requires greater effort, and sacrifice, to expose those who oppress
others in the name of “God.”
This analysis refers not only to the plurality of paths leading to “the right,” but also—and
most importantly—to the fact that there exists no single and ready-made path to “the right.”
That is to say, people are free to establish their own path to “the right,” according to the
nature of their respective experiences, and not simply borrow from other contexts.
Unfortunately, anyone who follows the current Egyptian debate is aware that the various

parties to this debate generally believe and assert that there is only one—ready-made—path
to “the right.”
While the state is, in principal, humanity’s tool for organizing civil relationships in accord
with “the right,” it has often been diverted from this purpose, and failed to perform its
intended role. Whenever this occurs the state becomes a sacred cow, which people are
enjoined to worship. In the process, the state betrays its essential purpose, and human beings
are reduced to being mere tools in the hands of a blind and aggressive force. In other words, it
becomes a totalitarian state based upon absolute dogmatism, regardless of whether the
content of that dogmatism is religious or secular.
State-sanctioned dogma inevitably degrades human beings, by positioning them as mere tools
to verify, and conform to, the dogma in question. Dogma gives rise to a state in which people
are compelled to serve a “transcendental” power, whether God (i.e., those who claim to speak
in His name); the supreme hero; a political party; class; tribe; sect or any other power that
seeks to diminish human beings’ freedom and autonomy.
Totalitarian systems are based upon the assumption that human beings are mere “tools,”
rather than effective entities. I still recall how—on the night of Mubarak’s resignation—a
man [in Tahrir Square] lifted a placard that read, “It was God and God alone who felled
Mubarak’s regime.” I asked him: “What have all these people been doing for the past two
weeks?” He replied: “The people were merely tools in the hand of God.”
This last statement reveals how some political groups may drive Egypt towards a religiouslymasked totalitarianism. The statement “God and God alone felled Mubarak’s regime”
expresses a genuinely political, rather than religious, reality. For when some people insist on
attributing human actions to God, we should realize that their attributions are merely
metaphorical. In reality, they are attributing [the revolution’s success] to those who hide
themselves behind God, and claim to speak in His name. Attributing the fall of Mubarak’s
regime to God thus reveals the attempts of certain religious groups to steal the Egyptian
revolution, so that they may dominate post-revolutionary Egypt in the name of God.
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إذا آﺎﻧﺖ "اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ" هﻰ اﻟﺴﻤﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻰ ﻳﻜﺎد ﻳﺘﻮاﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻜﺎﻓﺔ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺄﻣﻮﻟﺔ ﻓﻰ ﻣﺼﺮ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺛﻮرﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺗﺠﺎهﺪ ﻣﻦ
أﺟﻞ أن ﺗﻜﻮن ﺣﺪﺛًﺎ ﺗﺄﺳﻴﺴﻴﺎً ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻳﺒﺪو  -ﻟﺴﻮء اﻟﺤﻆ  -أن ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮ "اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ" ﻻ ﻳﻜﺎد ﻳﺠﺎوز  -ﻓﻰ اﻟﺠﺪال
اﻟﻤﺼﺮى اﻟﻮاﺳﻊ اﻟﺪاﺋﺮ اﻵن  -ﺣﺪود اﻟﺸﻌﺎر )اﻟﺬى ﻳﺠﺮى اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻌﻪ آﺄﻗﻨﻮم ﻣﻄﻠﻮبٌ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎس أن ﻳﺘﻌﺒﺪوﻧﻪ ،وﻟﻮ
ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻓﻬﻢ( إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮم اﻟﻤﻨﻀﺒﻂ )آﻨﺘﻴﺠﺔ ﻟﺨﻀﻮﻋﻪ ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻬﻢ وﻣﺴﺎءﻟﺔ(.
وﻟﺴﻮء اﻟﺤﻆ ،ﻓﺈن ذﻟﻚ ﻳﻌﻜﺲ إﺳﺘﻤﺮارًا ﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﻘﺎرﺑﺔ "اﻟﺒﺮاﻧﻴﺔ" ﻟﻠﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ،ﻣﻊ إهﻤﺎل اﻟﻤﻜﻮﻧﺎت "اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻴﺔ" اﻟﺘﻰ
ﺗﺆﺳﺲ ﻟﻬﺎ؛ وهﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺌﻮﻟﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻋﻦ ﺣﺎل اﻟﺘﺄزم واﻹﻧﺴﺪاد اﻟﺬى ﺑﻠﻐﺘﻪ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺮاهﻨﺔ .ﻓﻬﻰ
ﻼ  -ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻬﺎ ﺟﻤﻠﺔ هﻴﺎآﻞ ﺑﺮاﻧﻴﺔ ﺻﻮرﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻊ
اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺟﻌﻠﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﺗﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ "اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ"  -ﻣﺜ ً
إهﻤﺎل ﻣﻜﻮﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻰ اﻟﺘﺄﺳﻴﺴﻲ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺤﻮ اﻟﺬى ﺗﺤﻮﻟﺖ ﻣﻌﻪ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﻴﺎآﻞ اﻟﺒﺮاﻧﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ أﻗﻨﻌﺔ ﻹﺳﺘﺒﺪاد اﻟﺤﺎآﻢ
وﺗﺴﻠﻄﻪ .وﻟﻘﺪ ﺑﻠﻐﺖ ﺷﻜﻼﻧﻴﺔ وﺑﺮاﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻔﻬﻮم "اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ" ،ﻓﻰ اﻟﺠﺪل اﻟﺮاهﻦ ،ﺣﺪًا راح ﻣﻌﻪ آﺜﻴﺮون ﻳﺨﺘﺰﻟﻮﻧﻪ
ﻓﻰ رداء اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ رأس اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ )أو ﺻﺎﺣﺒﻬﺎ ﺑﻠﻐﺔ اﺑﻦ ﺧﻠﺪون( .وﺗﺒﻌًﺎ ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ أن
اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ ﻻ ﻳﻌﺘﻤﺮ ﻗﺒﻌﺔ "اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ" أو ﻋﻤﺎﻣﺔ "رﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ" ،وأﻣﺎ اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ "اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻲ" اﻟﻤﺆﺳﺲ ﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ
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اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،ﻓﺈن أﺣﺪًا ﻻ ﻳﻨﺸﻐﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺆال ﻋﻨﻪ .وﻳﻨﺴﻰ اﻟﻨﺎس أﻧﻪ ﻣﻊ ﻏﻴﺎب هﺬا اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻲ ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻟﻦ ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﻤﻜﻨًﺎ ﺑﻨﺎء
اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻮ آﺎن اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ رأس اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ورﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ .ﺑﻞ إﻧﻪ ﻗﺪ ﺣﺪث أن ﻗﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ رأس
اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺎء ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎرج داﺋﺮﺗﻰ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ورﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ ،وأﺟﺒﺮﻩ ﻏﻴﺎب اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻰ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ أن ﻳﺮﺗﺪى
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ واﻟﻤﻐﺮب.
زى اﻟﺠﻨﺮاﻻت أو اﻟﻔﻘﻬﺎء؛ وذﻟﻚ ﺑﻤﺜﻞ ﻣﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻰ آ ٍ
ﻓﺎﻟﻜﻞ ﻳﺘﺬآﺮ ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮى ﻣﻊ اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺴﻮرى اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻰ اﻟﺬى ورث اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﻋﻦ أﺑﻴﻪ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻀﻊ ﺳﻨﻮات؛ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻓﺮض ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
ﻻ ﻓﻰ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﻼد( ﻗﺒﻞ أن ﻳﺼﺒﺢ رﺋﻴﺴًﺎ .وهﻮ ﻧﻔﺲ ﻣﺎ
اﻟﻨﻈﺎم أن ﻳﺼﺒﺢ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ )ﻓﻴﺼﺒﺢ ﺟﻨﺮا ً
ﺟﺮى ،وﻟﻜﻦ ﻓﻰ إﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ اﻟﺴﺎدس ﻓﻰ اﻟﻤﻐﺮب ،ﺣﻴﺚ أﻟﺰﻣﻪ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم أن ﻳﺤﻤﻞ آﺠﺰء ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮازم
اﻟﻤُﻠﻚ وﺗﺒﻌﺎﺗﻪ ﻟﻘﺐ "أﻣﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺆﻣﻨﻴﻦ" ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺤﻤﻠﻪ ﻣﻦ دﻻﻟﺔ دﻳﻨﻴﺔ آﺜﻴﻔﺔ .وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﻨﻈﺮ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮى ﻣﻦ
ارﺗﺪاء أﺣﺪهﻤﺎ زى اﻟﺠﻨﺮاﻻت ووﺿﻊ اﻵﺧﺮ ﻟﻌﻤﺎﻣﺔ "أﻣﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺆﻣﻨﻴﻦ" ﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻪ ،ﺑﻮﺻﻔﻪ إﻟﻐﺎءًا ﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ دوﻟﺘﻴﻬﻤﺎ،
ﻼ .ﻓﺎﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻐﺐ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻹرﺗﺪاء اﻟﺮﺟﻠﻴﻦ؛ أﺣﺪهﻤﺎ زى
ﺑﻘﺪر ﻣﺎ هﻮ ﻋﻼﻣﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﻴﺎب ﺗﻠﻚ "اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ" أﺻ ً
اﻟﺠﻨﺮاﻻت واﻵﺧﺮ زى اﻟﻔﻘﻬﺎء ،ﺑﻞ إﻧﻬﻤﺎ ﻗﺪ إرﺗﺪﻳﺎ هﺬﻳﻦ اﻟﺰﻳﻴﻦ ﻟﻐﻴﺎب اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ أﺻﻼً ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﺒﺪو ﻣﻌﻪ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ
اﻟﺰى هﻰ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ "ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ" ﻟﻐﻴﺎب اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻴﺴﺖ "ﺳﺒﺒًﺎ" ﻟﻬﺎ.
وﻟﺴﻮء اﻟﺤﻆ ﻓﺈن اﻹﻧﺸﻐﺎل اﻟﺮاهﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺰى اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻰ ﻟﻠﺤﺎآﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب وﺟﻮب اﻟﺴﻌﻰ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮﺳﻴﺦ اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﺒﺎﻃﻨﻰ
ﻵ ﺑﺎﻟﻬﺎﻣﺸﻰ واﻟﻌﺎرض ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﺠﻮهﺮى واﻟﻼزم.
اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻰ ﻟﻠﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻳﺒﺪو إﻧﺸﻐﺎ ً
وﻟﻌﻠﻪ ﻳﺒﺪو هﻜﺬا أﻧﻪ إذا آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻌﺒﺮة ﻓﻰ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ "ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ" اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،هﻰ ﻓﻰ ﺟﻮهﺮﻳﺔ ﺣﻀﻮر اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻰ اﻟﻤﺆﺳﺲ
ﻟﻬﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻰ زى اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻟﻦ ﻳﺆﺛﺮ ﻓﻰ ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ أن ﻳﻜﻮن اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻤﻦ ﻳﺮﺗﺪون زى اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ
ﻻ .وﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﺎ هﻮ
أو رﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ ،ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ أن اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻰ اﻟﻤﺆﺳﺲ ﻟﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﺪ ﺗﺤﻘﻖ ،وﺣﻈﻰ ﺑﺈﺣﺘﺮام اﻟﻜﺎﻓﺔ ،أو ً
هﺬا اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ اﻟﺠﻮاﻧﻰ اﻟﺬى ﻳﺆﺳﺲ ﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ؟
إن "اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ" هﻰ ﺳﻤﺔ ﻟﺼﻴﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،وإﻟﻰ ﺣﺪ إﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﻮل ﺑﺄن ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮ "ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ" ﻳﻜﺎد ﻳﺴﺎوى ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮ "ﻣﺎﺋﻴﺔ
اﻟﻤﺎء" .ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ "دوﻟﺔ" إﻻ وهﻰ "ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ" ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺘﻬﺎ ،وﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن ﺗﻜﻮن ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ إﻻ ﺣﻴﻦ ﺗﺨﻮن ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺘﻬﺎ .ﻓﻘﺪ
ﻧﺸﺄت اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ آﺂداة ﻹﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎب ﺗﺤﻮل اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ﻣﻦ ﺣﺎل اﻟﻮﺟﻮد اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻰ )اﻟﺬى ﻳﻨﺸﻐﻞ ﻓﻴﻪ اﻟﻔﺮد ﺑﻤﺠﺮد إﺷﺒﺎع ﺣﺎﺟﺎﺗﻪ
وﻏﺮاﺋﺰﻩ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻴﺔ( إﻟﻰ ﺣﺎل اﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎع اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻰ )اﻟﺬى ﻳﻨﺸﻐﻞ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻨﻈﻢ ﺣﺎﺟﺘﻪ ﻟﻺﺟﺘﻤﺎع اﻟﻀﺮورى ﻣﻊ
اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ(.
وهﻨﺎ ﻓﺈﻧﻪ إذا آﺎن اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺤﺎآﻢ ﻟﺤﺎل اﻟﻮﺟﻮد اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻰ ﻟﻠﺒﺸﺮ هﻮ ﻗﺎﻧﻮن "ﺳﻴﺎدة اﻷﻗﻮى" اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺐ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ ،ﻓﺈن
اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺬى ﻳﻨﺒﻨﻰ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎع اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻰ هﻮ ﻗﺎﻧﻮن "اﻟﺤﻖ" اﻟﺬى ﺗﺼﻮﻏﻪ اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﺔ  -ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻮل ﺟﻮن ﻟﻮك -
ﻼ وواﻓﻴًﺎ ﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ" ،وﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻪ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ أن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ هﻰ ،ﻓﻰ ﺟﻮهﺮهﺎ ،دوﻟﺔ "اﻟﺤﻖ" ،وﻟﻴﺴﺖ
"ﺷﺎﻣ ً
دوﻟﺔ "اﻟﻘﻮة" أو اﻹآﺮاﻩ واﻟﻘﻤﻊ.
وإذ ﺗﺘﻌﺪد اﻟﻄﺮق إﻟﻰ هﺬا "اﻟﺤﻖ" اﻟﺬى هﻮ ﺟﻮهﺮ اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎع اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻰ وروﺣﻪ ،ﻓﺈن ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻻ ﺗﻔﺎرﻗﻬﺎ إذا ﻣﺎ
ﺣﻜﻤﺘﻬﺎ ﺷﺮﻳﻌﺔ "ﻋﻘﻠﻴﺔ" أو "دﻳﻨﻴﺔ" ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺸﺮاﺋﻊ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﺎﻋﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻟﻤﺒﺪأ "اﻟﺤﻖ" .ﻓﺎﻟﺤﻖ أن
ﻻ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﻴًﺎ
"اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻲ" ﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن ﻳﻜﻮن ،ﺷﺄﻧﻪ ﺷﺄن "اﻟﻌﻘﻠﻲ" ﺗﻤﺎﻣﺎً ،ﻃﺮﻳﻘًﺎ إﻟﻰ "اﻟﺤﻖ" ،ﻋﻠﻰ أن ذﻟﻚ ﻳﺴﺘﻠﺰم إﺷﺘﻐﺎ ً
واﺳﻌًﺎ ﻳﺮﻓﻊ ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮى ﺗﺮﺳﻴﺨﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎرض ﺑﻴﻨﻪ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺪ
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